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Mr. MARTIN's PUBLICATION, &c. 
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"LETTER FIRST: 
Mr pear Friend, OD 


OU have requeſted my thoughts on Mr. Martin's 
\ late performance. I now take up my pen to 
comply with your requeſt, I cannot belp obſerv- 
ing, that the ſpirit in which Mr. M. has conducted his 
performance, renders a ſober and ſerious reply to it very 
difficult. His abounding likewiſe ſo much with what 
reſpects my perſonal qualities as a writer, and as a 
chriſtian, mult render a minute attention to what he has 
written, equally difficult. There is this comfort, how- 
ever, that {uch things do not require an anſwer. Nobody 
expects that I ſhould go about to defend my own abilities 
for writing, or the ſpirit in which I have written; the 
impartial reader, perhaps, may be a better judge of both, 
than either Mr, M. or myſelf. ets 


All I ſhall attempt, will be, to notice a few of Mr. 
M. 's accu/ations, make ſome general ob/eryations on his 
performance, and diſcuſs two or three of the leading 
ſubjects in debate. ; | 5 

Moſt writers propoſe to eftabliſh ſome ſyſtem, or 
hypotheſis in the place of that which they go about to 
demoliſh ; but whatever Mr. M. may do in future, I 
think it muſt be obvious to every reader, that he has 

Fe — done 


wo LerTer I, Mr. M.'s Accuſations. 
done but little in this way at preſent. The main points 
thatihe ſeems to have kept in view, are to inform the 
world that there is ſuch a perſon as a Mr. Andrew 
Faller, of Kettering, in Northamptonſhire—that he 1s a 
very obſcure, inconſiſtent, erroneous, ignorant, artful, vain, 


Sypocritical kind of a writer—that he has written upon 


humility, but is far from being humble—that he was 
under the influence of a luſt of being conſequential“ 
that when he profeſſes a reſpe& for many of thoſe who 
differ from him, and a grief of mind for the Thyneſs 

which he apprehended his publication might occaſion, 
he is not to be believed; for the whole was only his 
vanity or covetourne/s, which produced an anxious fear 
common to ** poor authors, leſt their works ſhould not 
de read, ſhould not ell, or ſhould not be applauded” — 
that he is wanting in method—that his ſtyle is embar- 
raſſed, coarſe, comical, and uncouth—that he ig un- 

ualified to inſtruct—and that thoſe who cannot diſcern 
' theſe defects and blemiſhes in his writings, are ignorant, 
and incompetent to diſcover even the miſtakes which his 
Errata were given to correct. That Mr. M. on the 
contrary, ** has had the advantage of trials and obſer- 

vations, more in number and variety than ſome people 
have had opportunities to experience and confider”—that 
« he fancied himſelf qualified to fay ſomething in anſwer 
to Mr. Fuller that ſhould be above contempt—that' he 


hoped to gain ſome repute by it—but that 1uppoſing he 


ſhould not, yet it muſt be acknowledged, he thinks, even 
by his opponent, that he is abowe contempt.” Now 
ſuppoſe all this were true, what do nine parts out of ten 
of it concern the reader? The queſtion with which he is 
. ſuppoſed to take a book in hand, is, What is truth ? 
bat ſhould this be the (caſe with Mr. M.'s reader, muſt 
he not at leaſt, wait the publication of a /econd part for 
an anſwer? \ | | 


Mr. M. as if he thought ſcorn to lay hands on a 


fingle obſcure individual, ventures to extend his attack 
far and wide. Meſſieurs Evans of Briſtol, Hair 


of Araſty, SeznCEs of Alcefler, and Thomas of 
V ä Leominſter, 


hs * map % 
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LerTer I. Ar. M. 's Accuſations. 5 


Lomi uſter, s and indeed the whole Midland Aſſociations 
are attacked amongſt the /ivizg and amonglt the dead, 
not only PRESTIDENT EDwarDs, but all thoſe Calviniſis 
who have pleaded for a love to God'and divine things for 
their own excellency, fall under his ſevere rebuke. (160.) 
Well, I am happy in my company. There is no need 
in this caſe that I ſhould become the advocate of either 

the dead or the living; the writings of neither, 1 ſhould 

hope, will be much endangered by Mr. M.'s attack. 


I need not ſay that Mr. M. deals plentifully in accu/@- 
tions. Beſides thoſe already mentioned, I am accuſed of 
ſpeaking looſely of the ſeriptures=and diminutively of the 
obligations f men—of aiming 10 be wiſe above- whats 

vrititen—of attempting to equalize the obligations of. all 
mankind, whoſe capacities and opportunities God hath 
ſo variouſly diſtributed—of undervaluing an aſſurance of 
intereſt in Chriſt - and of importing my ſentiments from 
America. Theſe, with many Sther leſſer charges, Mr. 
M. has exhibited, repeating on'almoſt every occaſion, as 
a kind of chorus to the ſong, thoſe of o8gscurITY, 
ANCONSISTENCY, and ERROR. A Jong train of accu- 
ſations indeed! Are they founded in juſtice? Let us 


. 


examine 1 | | 
_ Becauſe I ſuppoſe there are hne trutbs which would 
e evident, even to the mind of a heathen, were he bus 
the ſubje&@ af a right ſpirit; I am accuſed of /peating - 
. dooſely, of the ſcriptures. (42.) This cenſure, however, 
Falls equally upon the apoſtle Paul as upon me. Rom. i. 
I9, 20. | 3 . 
Farther, Becauſe I ſpeak of God's requirements, as 
being in themſelves eaſy to be complied. with, as having 
nothing hard or difficult in them but what ariſes from the 
depravity of our hearts; I, am accuſed of diminiſhing 
the obligations of men, by repreſenting it as not 
being any great difficulty to perform the full extent of 
duty.“ (52, 53.) This cenſure likewiſe falls upon 
Myfer, Samuel, and Feremiah, as well as upon me. Theſe 
| VVV each 
The one you know wrote the circular letter, which Mr. M. has 


cenſured, p. 51. and ! | 
r 


6 LETTER I. Mr. 1.'s Accuſations. 


. each ſpake of God's ſervice in exactly the ſame kind 
of language as I have done, and with which Mr. M. 
is ſo much offended. Deut. x. 12. 1 Sam. zii. 24. 
Jer. iii. 13. 8 | N 3 
I am accuſed likewiſe of aiming to be wiſe above what 
i imparted. (132.) To imagine that we ought:to be 
wiſe above what is imparted ze the /cripture, is the height 
of folly and preſumption: attempts of this kind were 
ſeverely cenſured by Agur, Maſes, and John, in the 
Paſſages quoted by Mr. M. But if it is no man's duty 
0 be wiſe but in proportion as wiſdom is actually and | 
effectually imparted to him by the Holy Spirit, then it is lt: 
a man's duty to be wiſer than he is. And if ſo, there | 
could be no reaſon in that complaint, O that they were 
uiſe, Indeed, this is the main; tendency of a great part 
of Mr. M. “s reaſonings: if they prove any thing, they 
prove that no man is obliged to a more aiο, more holy, 
or more /þiritzal than he actually is; and that 1s the 
fame thing as proving chat there is no ſuch thing as fo 
In the world. e 8 
Much is ſaid concerning equa! obligation, as covering 
what I have written with obſcurity; even the word man, 
in the connection I have uſed it, is ſaid to be obſcure. 
'(13.) All obligation which creatures can be under, 1 
have all along ſuppoſed to be, is proportion 10 their 
waiural abilities and opportunities. A child of ten years 
old is not ſuppoſed to be capable of underſtanding to 
much as when he becomes a man of thirty; nor is a man 
obliged to believe faſter or ſooner than he has the means 
of obtaining evidence: but both the child and the man 
are obliged to be of ſuch a diſpoſition, as ſhall cordially 
_. embrace the goſpel when it is revealed, and its meaning 
comes within the reach of their underſtandings. All 
this was declared in my Reply to Mr. TAT Lok, p. 5 
; Which had Mr. M. conſidered, is might have ſpared. him 
j the trouble (or ſhould I have ſaid, deprived him of te 
_  happineſa?. for ſo he accounts it, p. 199) of writing at 
© "Jeaft about twenty pages of his performance“ 5 


2 © ® Eſpecially pages 723-15, 200 25 N- N 44-40. 
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LeTTzx'I. Ar. A. s Aoenfation, y_ 


But if I talk of anderfanding what we believe, I ſhall 
be charged with adopting Mr. Feffer's maxim, Where 
myſtery begins, religion ends.“ If by underſtanding 
were meant a perfect comprehenſion of all that pertains 
20 a doctrine, the charge were juſt; but ſurely I muſt- 
underſtand the meaning of the teſtiſier before I:can either 
believe or diſbelieve his teſtimony; except it be in a 
genedal way,: taking it for granted from the opinion I have 
of his veracity, that whatever he ſays is true. I can 
believe no particular ſeripture · doctrine without perceiving 
that that doctrine is contained in ſcripture ; and ſuch 
perception is the ſame. thing as underſtanding the meaning 
of the teſtiſier. This is no more than Mr. M. himſeſf 
elſewhere pleads ſor; (143, 182) ſo chat his oppoſition 
to it here, looks like contention for contention's ſake. » 
Again, I am aecuſed of undervaluing an 2fſurance of a 
perſonal intereſt in Chriſt; becauſe 1 fuppoſe, that, when 
compared with the heart's falling in with God's way of 
ſalvation, and when that is fo attended to as that 75¹ is 
overlooked, it is a mean and /oxv idea of faith. (134) 
That may be good and defirable in its place, which yet 
if put in the place of ſome other thing of greater excel- 
lence, becomes mean and low. There is nothing mean 
or low in a man's purſuing his own inter in ſubordina - 
tion to the public good; or his own reputation in ſubſer- 
viency to God's glory; but to mabe either the dire and 
ultimate end of his purfuits, is nean and hav, and un- 
worthy of a rational being. © 
Much is ſaid of my having read Epwarns, Brr- 
LAMY; and other American writers. Mr. M. ſeems as 
if he would have his reader think he has made a great 
diſcovery here; though it is no more than I had — 
acknowledged. It is true I have received inſtruction in 
reading the authors above mentioned; nor do I know of 
any fin or ſhame, either in the thing itſelf, or in openly 
acknowledging it. Mr. M. may wiſh to inſinuate that 
I have taken matters upon truſt from theſe writers, with- 
out examining them; but in anſwer to ſuch infinuation 
it is ſuffictent to ſay, that is more than he can prove. All 
de knows, or can know of the matter, is, that I w_ 


— 
— 5 
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read them, and approve of ſome of their ſentiments; and 
is there any crime in this? I remember about fourteen 
years ago, to have received ſome advantage on the ſubject 
now in debate, by hearing Mr. Max rIN preach upon it. 
It is true we were ſo unhappy then as well as now, as to 
differ in our ſentiments. 155 at that time did x or think 
as I now do; but Mr. Martin pip. I own 1 diſliked 
the violence with which he then maintained my preſent 
ſentiments; and the ſupercilious language which he uſed 
of thoſe who differed from him, who 1 then underſtood 
to be GiLL and Brine,'or writers of their ſtamp. Upon 
the whole, however, what he ſaid ſet me a thinking, aud 
T believe was of uſe to me. I remember alſo ſoon after 
this time to have read Mr. M.*s ſermon on Rom. x. 3. 
entitled, The Rock of Offence the Sinners laſt and only 

efuge, This ſermon, which aſcribes men's non-ſub- 
miſſion to the righteouſneſs of God to voluntary ignorance; 
prejudice, pride and /elf-righteouſne/s, appeared to me to 
carry in it conſiderable evidence in favour of thoſe prin- 
Ciples, concerning the truth of which I then heſitated. 
+ And has not Mr, M. derived inſtruction from the works 
of men, as well as his neighbours ? If he bas not, it ia 
not much to his honour. Be that as it may, he cannot 
mean to cenſure the reading of all human productions, 
for if ſo, why does he offer his, oaun to the public? If 
| ſomebody were not to go to market, Mr. M. might be in 
a ſimilar predicament with other ** poor authors, agitated 
left his performance ſhould not s£LL.”—After all, per- 
- Haps it is not going to market that Mr. M. objects to, 
either in himſelf or, others, but going to an American 
market; for there are ſeveral authors whom he till re- 
conimends. Mr. M. whatever is the reaſon, ſeems to 
Have an antipathy againſt America, in religion as well as 
in politics. There was a time, however, when the 
writings of ErpwarDs had the honour of his warmeſt 
recommendation ; when he accounted his treatiſe on 
"Religious Aﬀettions a much wanted, and for that reaſon 
perhaps, a much neglected book.” END and Evip. of 
Apo rio, p. 19. But time and chance happen to all 
' whings—T here is a time io plant, and a time to pluck up 

Aal wwhich is planted. © N 
N e : | Finally, 


— 


Lzrrzn I. Mr. M.“, Accuſations, +9 


Finally, Lam accuſed of ahſcurity, inconfitency, and 
error. As to ob/curity, I ſhall ſay nothing, except it be, 
that every one does not think ſo, nor every one of my 
opponents; Mr. Tayror allows me to have written 
with 5* perſpicuity.” As to inconſiſtency, If what Mr. 
M. ſays is true, which doubtleſs it is, that the moſt 
conſiſtent character is only a little 4% inconſiſtent than his 
neighbours,” it muſt be in vain for me wholly to deny 
the charge. Thus much, however, I may ſay, that the 
far greater part of what Mr. M. charges with incon- 
ſiſtency, is ſuch. in ſound only, and not in ſenſe; and 
that if he had not almoſt perpetually confounded things 
that differ, he could not have found ſo many apparent 
inconſiſtencies as he has. No doubt you have obſerved- 
how he conſounds divine efficiency with human obligation; 
(15.) what 7s, with what og to be; (44,) men's obli- 
gation perfectly to conform to God's law, with an oblj- 
gation to make reconciliation for ſin; (62.) their zatural 
capacity to keep the law perfectly in future, that is, to 
love God with all their heart; with their capacity to 
produce ſuch a righteouſneſs as the law. requires, which 
muſt imply a making atonement for paſt ſins; (104, 144.) 
reaſon for keeping the law, with encoxragement to comply 
with the goſpel; (108, 110.) the formal requirement of 
obedience, with hat in the divine character and conduct 
which affords a reaſon for ſuch requirement being made; 
(40.) and that which warrants our coming to Chriſt, with 
that which warrants us to conclude, ourſelves intereſted in 
eternal life; (72--76.)—It is on theſe ſubjeQs principally 
that I am charged with inconſiſtency. It is allowed there 
are many oppoſite things aſſerted ; but oppoſites may be 
aſſerted, ſurely, of things that differ, without affording 
ground for a charge of inconſiſtency.“ As to the charge 
of error, that will come under confideration when TI 
attempt a diſcuſſion of the leading ſubjects in debate. 
Tam, 'Yaur's, affectionately, 7 Fe 


LETTER 


: * After all that Mr. M ax rin has written upon my inconffency, is 
it not rather ſurpriziug he ſhould maintain that & our want of 2 


10 LrTER II. General Obſervations. 


LETTER SECOND. 


My DAR Friend, 


AVING replied to Mr. M. 's principal acezſatieut, 
| I ſhall now make a few general ob/ervations on his 
rformance. ' I know not how it is, but it is a fact I 
have ſometimes obſerved, that where a perſon is more 
than ordinarily addicted to certain vices, it is common 
for him to be the firſt that ſhall diſcover thoſe vices in his 
neighbours. I knew a man, that every body around him 
reckoned to be very proud; and yet he was always ex- 
claiming againſt pride in others. There is ſome reſem- 
blance between this temper of mind, and a certain 
diſtemper of the body, which makes every object around 
us appear of the ſame colour as that with which the eye 
is infected. Whether this will not account for ſome of 
Mr. M.'s charges, particularly for thoſe of ob/curity, 
inconſiſtency, and error, I leave you to judge from the 
whole of his performance, eſpecially from what will be 
noticed in the following obſervations. 8 


I think it muſt appear to every attentive reader, that 
Mr. M. has hitherto done but little towards overturning 
my leading propoſitions, even though theſe were what in 
| his ritle- page, he propoſed to conſider. As to the firſt, 

he neither denies that whatever God commands is the 
duty of thoſe to whom it is commanded, nor attempts to 


invalidate the evidence in favour of faith being com- 
„ manded 
(to truſt in Chriſt) is, 8 ſpeaking, want of will, and want 
of love; that the reaſons or cauſes of the righteouſneſs of Chriſt 
being rejected, are voluntary ignorance, prejudice, pride, &c. and 
when he has done, find fault with me for maintaining the ſelf-ſame 
things? Do compare his Rock of Offence, &c. p. 31, 36--48. with 
his Thoughts on Duty, p. 103, 104, 142. Should it be ſaid, it is_ 
ſeventeen or eighteen years ago fince that ſermon was printed, and 
Mr. M. may have altered his ſentiments in that time, I anſwer, true, 
but if this mould acquit him of preſent inconſfency, it mult be at 
the expence of his integrity. If his ſentiments are altefed, why did 
he not honeſtly acknowledge it, and anſwer his own arguments 
inſtead of falling foul upon thok of another, which were expreſſed 
in nearly the ſelf-ſame words? It looks as if Mr. M. ſtrove to con- 
ceal his own change of ſentiments, that he might enjoy the bappineſs 
of A few ſtrokes at his Au r AOR for his fickleneſs in changing his, 
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manded of God to unregenerate ſinners. As to the 
fecond, he has ſaid ſomething about it; (32.) he has tried 
his utmoſt to make it an identical propoſition, but cannot 
gain his point; conſcious, it ſeems, that it would not 
bear ſuch a conſtruction, he allows in the next page, 
(33) chat 1“ u be underſtood otherwiſe,” All that 
he has ſaid in anſwer to it in its true meaning, is, that it 
enjoins equal obligation upon all; but this charge has been 
already anſwered in the 1 letter. The zhird. 
propoſition he has likewiſe glanced at, and ſays I make 
the goſpel, though not in Vorm, yet in fads, a law. (40.) 
If you look at my treatiſe, p. 57, you will fee the in- 
juſtice of this remark. The fourth, fifth, and fixth 
Propoſitions he hath ſcarcely touched; and the /criptures 
under each, are never looked in the face. | 


It is rather extraordinary, that of ſo many publications 
againſt an eigbieen- penny pamphlet, they ſhould all ſteer 
ſo wide of the body of ſcripture evidence, contained in 
the ſecond part. Mr. BuTTON, to do him juſtice, has 
ſaid more in a way of reply to this part than any of his 
coadjutors, It is to be hoped Mr. M. will not publiſn 
zwo more two ſhilling books, and at laſt omit executing 
what in his zizle-page he has given us to expect. 5 


There was an argument which I had urged pretty 
much, in treatiſe, 78, and reply to Mr. Bur rox, 34. 
It was this, Every man ought to be Chriſt's friend, or 
his enemy, or to ſtand neuter, and be neither. 10 _ 
the fir is to grant that all is pleaded for; to ſuppoſe the 
ſecond is too groſs to need a refutation ; if then neither 
of theſe will ſatisfy, it muſt fall _ the third, but this 
our Lord declares to be an impoſſibility, He that is not with 
me, is againſt me, —Ft might have tended to bring the 

matter 


* Suppoſe it bad been an identical propeſition, what then? Why 
then I muſt have ſuffered ſhame for my ignorance—True, but my 
ſufferings might have been a little alleviated by Mr. M. 's condeſcend- 
irfg to become my companion and fellow- ſufferer. Are not all 
men anxious to poſſeſs, he. aſks, what they cover to enjoy ;?) (28.)- 
Undoubtedly! arid when he ſhall have informed us of the difference 
between a being anxious to poſſeſs, and coveting to enjoy, WE may 
perceive the tendency of this & fad, if it have ſuch a tendency, to \ 


refute my inferences.” 


j _—_ 
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matter to ſome iſſue, if Mr. M. would but have given 
this argument a fair diſcuſſiun. He ſeems to have 
glanced at it, however, in one place. Perhaps, he 
_ «ſays, Mr. Fülle, does not ſufficiently recollect that in 
«© human actions, <vbat' ſeems to be the reverſe of doing 
t eorong; is not always doing wwhat is right.” There are 
caſes, he ſuppoſes,” wherein the reverſe of doing wrong, 
may be as much of an extreme as the doing wrong itſelf; 
and inſtances in caſes of ©* avarice and prodigaliiy, & c. 
Kc. (144) True, there are caſes in which both ex- 
tremes may be equally wrong; but the queſtion 1s, is it 
ſo in reſpe& of being Chriſt's Friend or his engem; of a 
perſect future conformity to God's law, or a living in 
the breach of it? Mr. M. to make this obſervation of 
any force, muſt admit, that it would be equally an ex- 
treme for a ſinner to be decidedly: for Chriſt, as it is 40 
be decidedly againſt him; that it were equally wrong to 
love God with all the heart, as not to love him ar al]; 
That his duty is to be of a divided heart, to be neither 
- for-Chriſt, nor againſt him, but in a medium way, .juſt. 
as it is a man's duty to be neither covetous nor prodigal,. 
but ſomething between them. — Perhaps Mr. Fuller 
bas conſidered, * that. though there are caſes. in which 
both extremes are wrong, yet it is not ſo in this caſe ; in 
this caſe our Lord declares a medium to be impoſſible. 


Ü have taken it for granted, that, /o far as any thing 
ic charged upon men as their fin, /o far the contrary mut 
be their duty ; becauſe where there is no obligation, there 
can be no. tranſgreſſion. j—I ſhould not have imagined 
that any man in his ſenſes could have called this in 
queſtion; . and yet this is what Mr. M. has done. He 
calls it a. nere inference, and talks of proving. it a fal/e 
conſequerce! (89.) In page 146, he ſpeaks of men being 
given up to vile affetions—allows ſuch affections to be 
/inful; and yet will not allow it to be their duty to 

poſſeſs the contrary! What he has advanced, (89, 90) 
e 5 T 


1 825 . | Ses my reply, preface, p. iv. EE 

1 The contrary muſt be their duty b. What, then, Mr. M. will aſk, 
| is prodiliey the dry of the 8 Tranfwary 1's: neither is 
. prodigahity, but contentment and gensrofity,” the contrary of covetouſ- 
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to prove this a falſe conſequence,” amounts to this, 
that ſinners cannot ſerve the Lord acceptably—and that 


whatever good rates place, it is the effect of divine influence. 


' 'This is the reaſoning that is to prove that #hough men are 
criminal for breaking the law, yet they are not obliged 


perfectly io keep it — that though unbelitf is à fin, yet faith 


#8 not a duty! On what principles, and in what manner 


an” 


is ſuch a writer to be reaſoned with? | 
«, Figuracive. expreſſions, Mr. M. contends, are in- 


tended to convey a meaning;“ (126.) Undoubted!y, 


and ſometimes as ftrong, and fronger a meaning than 
terms uſed literally. Mr, M. had no right to repreſent 
as if by pleading for a figurative ſenſe of the terms Sind, 
deaf, and dead, I meant to leflen their force. The term 
quickened has doubtleſs a meaning, and a yery ſtrong 


one; and if Mr. M. had not thought himſelf warranted, 


while he cenſures his AUur Ho as he calls him, for 


coarſeneſt and uncouthneſs of ſtyle, to be as coarſe, as 


uncouth, as comical, and as irreverent as he pleaſed, 


| himſelf, he could never have talked of being xunseD 


UP by the Spirit of Ged. 
Mr. M. frequently writes as if his only end was ze 


. oppo/e. Sometimes I am accuſed of equa/izing the obli- 


gations of men, whoſe capacities are: various; (13) at 


other times for varying their obligations acgording to 
their natural capacity or incapacity, (104.) When I 


make it men's duty to poſſeſs. that, in reſpect of holy 


diſpoſitions, of which they are deſtitute; then he will 


have it that their duty is only to occupy what they have. 
(18.) Oa the other hand, when 1 admit, in reſpect of 
natural capacities and opportunities, that men are obliged 
only to occupy what they bade, then he complains __ 
this is putting the Almighty off with only a right 2 of 
what is left. (98, 104.) Thus he falls out with Mr. 


_ Harr, of Araſby, for, aſſerting. that -** God doth not 
require more of any man than a right uſe of what: he 


hath' —alledging, that. if. ſo, it muſt inevirably 


follow, that no man need ſeek for what he has not. (76.) 


Some people would have thought that rightly to % or 
5 B eccuur 
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occupy what we have, would 32 to ſeek that which we 
have not, If the /orbful ſervant hed rightly u/ed his 


talent, he would have increaſed it, by ſeeking that which 
he had not. If Mr. M.'s “ modes of oppoſition are 
net more formidable, than this concluſion is inevitable,” 


we have not much to fear. After all, what does he 


mean ? what is he about? Has he any ſentiment upon. 


the ſubject? Or does he mean barely to oppoſe? It he 


has, it muſt be this, that natural impoſſibilities arE 
binding upon mankind, but that moral impoſſibilities 


Whether Mr. M. has not intermeddled in a con- 
troverſy, which, with all his “ opportunities“ for 
obtaining knowledge, he does not underſtand, ſome have 
doubted. What his abilities are for writing, perhaps 
does not become me to ſay, nor is it of any great conſe- 


quence to determine; but I ſhonld think it is no great 


recommendation of his judgment in learning, to call 
that difatorial, which any reader may perceive to be 
written merely in the declaratory ſtyle ; (66.) ſuch as 


every writer muſt uſe, unleſs he will be always repeating 


the words, Z conceive, 1 apprehend, &c.——]t is not lan- 
guage, however, that I chiefly refer to, but /entimen?. 
Nothing is more common than for Mr. M. to be em- 
ployed in zeatoufly eſtabliſhing what I never denied, and 


- refuting what I never affirmed. This is the cafe almoſt 


all through his piece when he treats on diwine efficiency, 


and the duty of men, as he expreſſes it, to . poſſeſs the 


power of God,” and perform ads peculiar to bim. There 
are not places wanting wherein I am expreſsly acquitted, 
on the above ſubject, of that of which in other places I 
am accuſed. Compare p. 96, with p. 125. Inthe one, 


it is ſuppoſed that | extend duty to - thoſe actions which 


are not our own; or to the poſſeſſion of the poaver of GO 
in the other it is acknowledged that 1. am of opinion, 


that /piriiual bleffings, and the divine energy that gives us 


the enjoyment of them, CANNOT come under the notion 


of duties.“ Is it uncandid to impute the above to his 


not under landing the ſubject on which he writes? On 
natural and moral abiliq and inability, Mr. M. writes in 
| | 5 


LETTER II. General Obſervations. 15 


2 manner that is very extraordinary. Of moral ability, 
he talks of men being enabled to make a right ½ of it; 
(118.) as if I * F it to be a kind of talent, which 
may be aſed or abuſed, Of natural ability, he aſks, 
% Does it require ability to reject Chriſt? let this be 
proved.” (59.) As if it required proof that a man muſt 
poſſeſs the powers of intelligence and choice, in order to 
reject Chriſt! If not, a fock, or a fone might reject 
him as well as a man,—On all occaſions he denies 
natural inability to be any excuſe for the non-performance 
of that which would otherwiſe be duty. (101, 122.) 
He ſeems aſtoniſhed at my ſuppoſing the contrary in caſes 
where the parties have brought that inability upon them- 
ſelves by their own ſin. (104.) It ſeems by this, as if 
Mr. M. would criminate the errors of a /anaric, provided 
he has loſt his reaſon by his own perſonal fault: yea, 
ſuppoſe he has not, his “ natural defects and diſorders 
are the continued con/eguences of our firſt revolt from 
God,” and therefore, it ſeems are inexcuſable! (98.) 
Some people, however, will be ready to think a man 
cannot be far- off ſuch a ſtate of mind himſelf, before he 
can admit of ſuch an idea. After all, Does not Mr. M. 's 
own deſcription of the caſe of Samp/on, (29) who loſt 
bis ſtrength by his own n, ſufficiently refute what he 
would here eſtabliſh ? | 


Mr. M. has greatly abounded in mi/repre/entation. 
To enumerate every inſtance of it, were as tedious as it 
is unneceſſary. There are but few pages which are 
wholly exempt. If, as he aſſures us, it is none of it to 
be imputed to unfair intention, but to a bad judgment, 
(15 z.) his judgment muſt be bad indeed!“ Much js 
made of what I ſaid in my Treatiſe, of ** no ſort of 

| B 2 - hope 


* Query—Does not Mr. M. by his here diſtinguiſhing between 
Judgment and intention, mean to excuſe himſelf from blame, at leaſt 
in ſome degree, in caſe of any ſuppoſed miſrepreſentation? But if 
natural inability has no tendency to excuſe, (101.) he might as well 
have been willing to have it imputed to unfair intention, as to a bad 
Judgment. The truth is, though Mr. M. may treat this ſubje& with 
ſcorn, may call it a little diſtinction, may aſſume an air of importance, 
and affect great ſuperiority in knowledge; (69.) yet it is a diſtinction 
Ts ng ons nature of things ; and Mr, M, and every other man, 

177 : | | 5 : whether 
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hope being held out to ſinners as ſuch.” (72, 73.) I 
| have long fince as good as acknowledged that ſentence to 
be obſcure; and have declared my meaning to be, merely 
to diſown that any ſinner was encouraged by the 8 60 
to hope for eternal life, without returning home to God 
by Jeſus Chriſt.“ Rep. to Mr. TAYLOR, p. 3-—But of 
this Mr. M. has taken no notice. This might be an 
oyerſigbt. But to what can you impute his applying 
what was written upon bumility in the abſtract, to my 
own. humility? Farther, what can you make of his 
repreſenting me as imputing it to 7grorance, pride, diſo 
Beneſy of, heart, and averſſon to God, that people do not 
believe as 7 Beliebe that is, that they do not embrace 
my views of the ſentiment here in diſpute. ' (133.) Is: 
5 x t the reſult of fair intention? Should it be ſaid, 
Mr. M. meant to urge the above only as an z»ference, and 
that he has fo repreſented it in another place; (142.) 
Be it ſo, he had no warrant to repreſent that inference as 
my apprehenſion, which he does, p. 113. But ſuppoſe it 
were conſidered as an ##/erence, what then? If mental 
errors are not excuſable, as Mr. M. ſays they are not, 
(r01.) then to what purpoſe are all his attempts to excuſe 
them? (132, 143, 182.) If mental errors are criminal 
in others, why ſhould they be thought innocent in Mr. 
M. or me? I never profeſſed to be free from prejudice, 
: thyegh am perſuaded it is no more than I ought to be; 
and in proportion as this occupies! the mind, we ſhall 
linger and halt in embracing truth. Our Lord, who 
was never wanting in compaſtton to his diſciples, yet ſaid, 
O fools, and flow of heart to believe all ubut the prophets 
FWF . e 5 
1 will mention but one inſtance more of Mr. M. 's 
| | miſrepreſentations. 
Whether he will or no, muſt feel its propriety, and by whatever $ 
language he may chuſe to expreſs it, muſt uſe it in ten thouſand 
inſtances in life. | = ; Fer 8 
egdegh his Piece, Je Pefde extepe himſelf will edink that of 
advantage to his cauſe _& The ignorant” and the inſolent, as Mr. 
eſſe where obſerves, © in matters of a religious nature, as well as 
in what relates to tlie circle of ſcience; always make a more pumpen 
Fofeon of their knowledge and zeal, than thoſe who are wiſe and 
Jumble.” End.and Evid. of Adaption, p. 5 
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miſrepreſentation. I had ſaid, Some have treated the 
diſtinction of inability into natural and moral, as a new 
#nvention ; but that only proves their own want of read- 
ing.” Treatiſe, 191. Alſo, that“ for want of knowing 

better, ſome people had ſuſpected this diſtinction to be 
friendly to Arminianiſm?” 192. Mr. M. after obſerving 
that I charge my Calviniſtic opponents with wart of 
reading, with want of knowing better, & c. adds, When 
* the characters who are cenſured, on the one fide, and 
« the reading, knowledge, and years of their formidable 
© OENSOR, on the other, are duly conſidered, will ſuch 
% a contraſt give the intelligent reader a high idea of 
« our author's modefty?”? (g1.) But does Mr. M. know 
abhat CHARACTERS theſe are? If not, how can either 
he or his reader conſider” any thing about them? 
Will Mr. M. aſſert there can be zo perſons found on his 
fide of the queſtion in debate, of whom he himſelf would 
be aſhamed to ſay, that they are perſons of extenſive 
reading? While yet there are others who diſagree with 
me in this point, who would be aſhamed to defend their 
cauſe by the raſh aſſertions and miſrepreſentations which 
ſome have advanced. Is it any compliment to Calwvinifts, 
and Calviniſts of character too, to ſuppoſe them io igno- 
rant as to treat the above diſtinction as a zew invention? 
Is Mr. M. one of theſe Calvini//s* If he is, it would 
be no want of modeſty to tell him that his reading muſt 
Either have been very ſmall, or to very little purpoſe. 
One ſhould think it muſt imply a greater want of modeity 
to deny than to affirm that if the above diſtinction is ſup» 
poſed to be friendly to Arminianiſm, it muſt be for wart 
of knowing better; ſeeing three of the greateſt champions 
that ever engaged in the Arminian controverſy, have 
either uſed it, or declared in its favour. EDWARDSö is 
well known to have uſed it, and that to purpoſe, in his 
Enquiry into the Freedom of the Will; ForLapy ap- 
plauded Edwards's work, as adapted «<< totally to unravel 
% and defeat the Arminian ſophiſtry;“ and GiLL, 
though he made but little uſe of it, yet declared, that 
$ the diſtinction of the natural and moral liberty of the 
* will was of great /ervice in the Arminian controverſy.” 
| 53 Query, 


18 LAT TR H. Genera! Obſervations. 


m——Query, Did nor Mr. M. in the above remark wiſh to 
Have his reader think, that I referred to ſuch CHAR ACe 
TEFRS'& GiLL and Bxiwng; (whoſe names he mentions. 
within a page or two of the place) and ſpate of THEM 
as men of little reading, and little knowledge? - Why elſe 
did he print the word cyaracTEeRs in capitals? and 
why omit referring as ufual, to the page where my words: 
ate to be found? If this was the caſe, and this after all, 
Was the reſult of fair intention; I ſay again it maſt indi- 
Cute a judgment bad indeed! . * 
r. M. takes one method to work upon his readers, 
' not much to his ox# honour, or to the credit of the 


| "opinion he has of heir judgment; that is, of calling 


himſelf and thoſe of his opinion . Calvinifts, iutellges 
Calvi niſis, (88.) and infinuating that his opponent is 


| at leaſt approaching towards Baxt#riant/ir.*” (191.) 


It were puerile to have any diſpute with him upon fuch a 
ſubject. Competent judges” will perceive that I am 
as far off from PBaxteriani/m, as he is from Calviniſu; 
and I need not be farther. | RY 
Mr. M. aſks; « Does Mr. Fuller know an intelligen# 
*« Calvinrft thit is offended with the character of God 
& that believes that God is not worthy of being loved 


with all the heart, ſoul; mind and ſtrength— that is ſo 
ignorant as not to perceive, that want of love to God. 


Pd 


4c js ſo wile a diſpoſition, as admits vf no excuſe? {88.) 
Perhaps not; but he knows of one who c4/is himſelf 
a Calvin, and in point of intelligence, thinks himſelf 
pretty much above corrtemepr, who has written above two 
Hundred pages to prove (if they are intended to prove 
any thing) that the pin of love to God is not · in- 
cumbent on men in general, but barely an enenvour to 
poſſeſs it; and if ſo, how is It that the want of it ſhould 


. 


admit of no excu/e? Is it fo mexculable a fault to be 


- 


wanting in what we are not obliged to have? p 
Of the anger or reſentment of 6/hers, Mr. M. feems 


io baye no dread, (74.) Heroic man! He feeths, how. 


res to conlider his own anger as very dreadful, and 
when 2ouled, very unruſeable ;-(93.) he did witely, and 
* e generouſly, 


* 
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generoudly, no- doubt, in avoiding. a topic by which he 
There are many extraordinary features diſcernable in 
the face of Mr. M. “s performance, but none more pro- 
minent than his de/ire of pine. It is amuſing, as well 
as aſtoniſhing, to ſee the frankneſs with which this is 
proclaimed, and even defended. Self applauſe is his 
declared motive for loving and praiſing virtuous actions; 
(169.) Reputation is an end for Which he writes. (190.) 
The “ applauſe of competent judges”? ſeenis to be the 
ſummit of his wiſhes; (207.) Hunz, REI D, and 
ToPLA Dr, wrote for Fa uE; and ſo does Mr. MARTIN, 
and if he may be believed, every other writer. (170.) 
All this is amu/irg ; but when the authority of Paul is 
introduced to .juſtify his folly, this is prefane. Paul 
exhorted us to purſue things which are of good report; 
hut not for the ſale of gaining applaule by it. The 
deſire of applauſe is ſo mean a vice, that moſt other 
authors, if they have felt it, have choſen to conceal it ; 
but Mr. M. is fuperior to concealment. Conſcious, it 
ſeems, that he is under its governing influence in all he 
writes, he ſcorns either to hide it, or apologize for it ; 
he dares to avow it, and defend it, as not only lawful 
but laudable, and according with apoſtolic injunction! 
And yet, is it not rather extraordinary, that Mr. M. 
ſhould defend. this motive in 4:mn/ef, and at the ſame 
time cenſure it ſo ſeverely in others, calling it by way of 
diſdain, the luft of being conjequentiai ?”? (180.) It 
may be alledged, perhaps, that the word /z/ ſignifies an 
' inordinate deſire; and Mr. M. may think kis deſire of 
fame to be more moderate than that of ſome people, 
But of this, it may be replied, Mr. M. may be hardly a 
competent judge. It is not impoſſible that he may view 
both his own defires, and thoſe of his neighbours, through 
a deceitful medium, by which the latter may be magnibed, 
and the former diminiſhed. Some have thought it was 
not "y prudent in him to hazard the following queſtions 
© Who are the neff anxious to ſecure (and ſometimes 
© Þy methods deſervedly cenſured) the ſhadow of popu- 
| TE IO 1 lait y? 
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, larity? Who are moft defirous of being thought very 
« uſeful, and ford of being conSEQUENTIAL?” (58.) 
They will be ready to anſwer, Vo indeed? Who is it 
that pleads for fame as the object of every undertaking ? 
who that labours to obtain reputation by degrading others ? 
who that ſwells with ſuch an idea of HiMsSELF, as to 
pronounce his qualifications to be above contempt, his 
arguments formidable, his concluſions inevitable, and 
' thoſe that oppoſe him to be guilty of ſuch folly as, if it 
were poſſible, would make angels bluſh?* 


The purſuit of fame is Mr. M.'s avowed object; he 
would be thought, however, to have ſteered clear of 
envy. (71.) And yet he ſpeaks as if he was not a little 
unhappy at hearing laſt January of the prevalence of 
Mr. Fuller's ſentiments.” (190.) But might not this 
ariſe from his regard to what he accounted truth? It 
might; and if ſuch a regard had not been too 3 

| | | or 


* There was a time when Mr. M. ſpiritualixed a watch; a time 
alſo when the miniſters with whom he was then connected, employed 
Him to write a Circular Letter to the churches ; . and a time when he 
uſed occaſionally to print ſermons. There was a time alſo when, in 
advertizing a neo performance, he thought proper to cry down theſe 
old anes, calling them © fugitive pieces, written, as he in his great 
bumility informs the world, at a time when it was his duty to have 
dearned,. and his vanity to publiſn.“ See the advertiſement at the 
end of Mr, M.'s Chriftian's peculiar Conflict. | | 


Whatever right Mr. M. — have to cry down his otber produc- 
tions, one ſhould have thought he might have let the Circular Letter 
alone, As it is always cuſtomary for the aſſociated miniſters and 
meſſengers to reviſe, alter, and correct it, and the moderator to ſign 
it, the writer can have at moſt but a part of the honour or diſhonour 
attending it; and moſt writers would, in ſuch an inſtance, have 
forborn. their claim. If, however, they had put it .down amongſt 
their wvorks, they would never have thought themſelves at liberty to 
traduce it'; 1 this could not be done without inſulting the 
whole aſſociation. But it ſeems Mr. M. had much rather inſult his 
former connections, than loſe an opportunity of praiſing his /aff 
performances, and giving the world to underſtand that he was now 
ome the accompliſhed author. What a method was this to re- 
commend his book ! Poor authors, as Mr. M. feelingiy 1 no 
*« doubt, expreſſes it, (189.) often as proud, or wain at leaſt, as they 
„ are poor; to what meaſures are they frequently reduced! The 
© book will not be read, will not ELI. — Ah, Mr. MARTIN! 
Is this your kindneſs to your old friends? Verily miniſters had need 
+4eware of giving their ſanction to your performances a 


1 © None but an author, knows an author's cares. Cow ER. 


. 
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for his theological creed, we might ſuppoſe that to be 
his meaning. Allow this, however, to be his meaning; 
allow his heart in one inſtance to be better than his 


ſyſtem; this is not all—He talks of being my come 


PETITOR; (2z08.) Competitor—for what? for. fame, 


no doubt. Happy man, if he can ſteer his courſe clear 


of Envy! But with his mo7zves, excepting ſo far as he 
has openly diſcovered them, I have no concern. To his 
own maſter he tandeth, or falleth. 


I am reſpectfully your's, 5 
5 | A. F. 


LETTER 


= 
a+ 


Zona” ee 


TOs, 3 che: the IE or See” 


— 3 —— — 3 > 1 
SY RE WI a Ru, 4% 
7 * o - 8 -< $ WV.=2 


n — Md 


LETTER III. Love to God. 
LETTER THIRD. 


My vprar Friend, 


FH ones replied to Mr. M.'s accuſations, and made 


ſome general obſervations on his performance, [ 
hall now drop ſome few remarks on three of the prin- 
cipal ſubjects in debate; namely, love 10 God, divine 
efficiency, and human endeavour. — Love to God, and 
divine things FOR THEIR OWN EXCELLENCY, Will be 
the ſubject of the preſent letter. On this ſubject Mr. M. 
has dealt largely in mi/repreſentation. | | 


Firſt, He all along ſuppoſes, that by loving God 
for what he is in him/elf, 1 mean a loving him for ſome 
ab/tra# properties of his nature, no way related to his 
creatures, and in which they have no zzzere/t; (158--160, 
163.) whereas I have ſaid that I know of no ſuch 

properties in the Deity; but that whatever excellency 
exiſts in the nature of God, that excellency i engaged 
in favour of his people.” (Treatiſe, p. 98, 102.) But 
does it follow, that becauſe, if I am a chriſtian, there is 
no excellency in God but what I Save an intereſt in, 
therefore ſuch intereſt is the only poſſible confederation for 
which I can or ought to love him ?—lt is true in one 
| ſenſe, that I know not what God is 7» bim/elf; nor even 
what „ a blade of graſs is; neither do I know what a 
man is in himſelf;—but yet I can diſtinguiſh between the 
affection I bear to a man on account of his kindneſs to 
me, and that which I feel towards him on account of his 
general character. A man of infamous character may 
An ſome inſtance do me a kindneſs: if I am the ſubject 
of a right temper, I ſhall at once feel gratitude and good 
will towards him, while yet I am conſtrained to deteſt 
his general diſpoſition and conduct. A man of good 
character may do me a kindneſs: if I feel towards him 
as I ought, 1 ſhall love him both for his kindneſs to me, 
and as well for the excellence of his character in general, 
which might have been what it is, if J had never 


exiſted, 


Secondly, 


LETTER III. Love to God. 23 


Secondly, What Mr. M. has written, ſuppoſes that I am 
againſt people's lowing themſelver—that I want to /eparate 
the glory of God, and our beſt intereſts—and to make 
it incumbent on men to purſue the one, ſo as to neglect 
the other. (160, 172, 173.) But ail this is unjuſt, and 
what he could never infer from any thing I have written. 
I never 1magined that all kind of felf-love was ſelſiſb, in 
the bad ſenſe of the word. On the contrary, I ſuppoſe 


that law which requires us to love our neighbour as our- 


ſelves, implies that we ought to love ourſelves as our 
neighbour; we ought to love both, in ſub/erviency to his 
glory, who requires the /upreme place in our affections. 
But does it follow, becauſe it is right to make our own 
intereſt a ſecondary object of our purſuit, or to ſeek it in 
ſubſerviency to God's glory, that therefore it muſt be the 
dire object of all our affections? (160.) Does it follow 
that becauſe a purſuit of God's glory cannot be /eparated 
from our beſt intereſt, therefore it cannot be d;/ingui/hed 
from it? Ts nothing to be diſtinguiſhed that cannot be 
ſeparated? If þ purſue a line of conduct tending to 
promote the public good; and if it appear to others that 
the public good is the grand end I have in view, I ſhall 
have reputation; but if it be alledged that becauſe a 
purſuit of the public good is attended with reputation, 
therefore I muſt needs have ſuch reputation in view as the 
direct object of my purſuit, in all my actions: would 
this be juſt reaſoning? Would it be juſt to ſay that on 
account of ſuch reputation attending my conduct, it is 
impoſſible I ſhould feel any di/interefled regard to the 
public good—that is, any regard but that which I feel 


towards it on account either of the ſhare I, as an indivi- 


dual have in it, or the honour or advantage that wall 
accrue to me from my conduct ? | 


When I ſpeak of loving God for himſelſ, J neither 


' ſuppoſe it is on account of ſome excellencies in his 
nature, which have no relation to our welfare ; nor that 
we feel, or ought to feel regardleſs of our beſt intereſts, 
true honour, or ſubſtantial happineſs. Each of theſe 
may, and ought, no doubt, to be purſued in ſubordma- 
tion to God's glory; and a proper puriuit of P 
| inſtea 


> 
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[inſtead of ſetting aſide the idea of love to God for his 
..own excellency, neceſſarily :mplies.it. Am IJ, for inſtance, 
in ſearch of trus honour ? If I am, it is of that honour 
{that ariſeth from being approwed of Cod; but in order to 
Sod's, approbation being the ſummit of my ſoul's am- 
bition, I muſt neceſſarily love him for what he is in bim- 
45 What gratification would the applauſe of a perſon 
afford me of whom I had but a mean opinion, and to- 
Wards whom I had no previous. regard? Again, Am TI 

+ dn purſuit of ſahfantial bappi nes? If I am, I am in 
ſſearch of the enjoyment of Go b, as my. everlaſting 
Portion; but hom could I canceive of God as a portion 
worthy to be ſought, or at all adapted to make me happy, 
_ + unleſs I loved him for what he is in himſelf antecedently 
to my enjoyment of him? Do men evex ſeek. a portion 
in earthly, things without viewing that portion as good 
and deſirable in igſalf, whether they have it or not? 


Mr. M. conſiders a love to God and divine things for 
their oW˖n excellency as a chimera; and the ground on 
_ which he goes ſeems to be this, Whatever object we. love, 
the enjoyment of that object affords us pleaſure, or hap- 
_ pane/s ; and ſo our love is in no reſpect di/interefted, does 
not terminate on whar God is zu himſelf, but aims 
© *© DIRECTLY at our own advantage.” (171, 160.) 
This is the. argument that is to ſilence Dei. (171.) 
This 1 ſuppoſe, is the ſum of what Mr. M, would wiſh 
to have.cqnſidered as the reſult of <* trials and obſerva- 
tions, more in number and variety, than ſome * 
ic have yet had opportunities to experience and con- 
d ſider.“ (80.) And what is it after all? The queſtion 
is, Ii it poſſible for us io take pleaſure in an object for it: 
_ own ſake? Mr. M. anſwers, No. Wherefore ? Becauſe 
that object affords us pleaſure. —'That is, we cannot thke 
+ pleafere in an object, becauſe we cas and do: find.-pleaſurt 


In at / 
What can be thought of Mr. M.'s ingenuon/ne/5'in 
. quoting Mr. 'BoyLs (167) againſt the doctrine of diſ- 
Intereſted love, when every one who reads his performance 
. muſt ſee that hat doctrine is there expreſsly and largely 
. W " — defended? 


o 
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defended? It is true Mr. Bor LSE pleads for God's 
bleflings being talen in among the motives of loving 


him;“ and who objects to this? Mr. M. knows his | 


opponent does not. Mr. Boyle pleads that God is to be 


loved partly for WAT RE IS IN HIMSELF,” and 


partly for wnar He 15 To us.“ (Theſe are his own 
words.) And 1 have done the fame. But Mr. M. feems 
to wiſh to inſinuate to the reader that I embrace the ſame 


principles with thoſe preachers in the time of Mr. Boyle, 


who ** taught the people that to hope for heaven is a, 
mercenary, legal, and therefore unfilial affection.“ Is 


this the reſult of fair intention ?? - See Mr! BoyLE's 


Motives and Incentives to the Love of God, ſect. 13. 


The goſpel undoubtedly hotds up rewards to ſlimulate 
us to duty, rewards addreſſed to our emulation, and thirſt 


of happineſs; (173.) and if the Deiſts on this aecbunt 


reproach it as a /elþa theory, I have no doubt but their 
reproach is groundleſs. The goſpel ought not to be 


denominated a. ſelfiſh thedry, becauſe it inculcares: a 


regard to ourſelves. If, however, it could be- proved 
that we are there taught % to purſue our own intereſt as 
that the glory of God ſhall not be regarded as a fupreme, 


but as a ſubordinate end, the charge were ju. But the 


rewards contained in the goſpel convey no ſuch; idea as 
this, for the following plain. reaſon. —The fum of all 
theſe rewards is Gop nimsELF. Grace and glory are 
only God's communications of himſelf. Hence it follows. 
that ſuch rewards, properly purſued, inſtead of excluding 
1upreme love to God for what he is in himſelf, neceſſarily 
imph it. Without ſuch a love, as hath been already 
obſerved, it is impoſſible in any right manner to ſeek 
either his approbation or bleſſing. "PO TTL ES INE 


Mr. M. himſelf, it ſeems. once thought on this ſubje& 
as his opponent now thinks.“ (89.) I wonder whether 
he then held all the extravagancies which he now imputes 
to me, and whether we are to conſider him as exemplify- 
ing the character which he has drawn from Mr. Baxter, 
3 %%% RU RSn. toolt Om „ cenſuring 


ee alſo his End and Evidence of Adoption, p. 185-23, and 39 
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87 ee, others by the meaſure of his own miſtikes.” 
(192.) Did he then . ſuppoſe it 2 ſor any man 
49 perceive the higheſt excellence, fo as to prefer it, and 


enjoy it, and yet fancy that ſuch ace gllon might be 
- ſeparated fram his bet intereſt, and higheft E 4 4 
4160.) Did he then think be had found out ' God, and 


new. the Almighty: to.per/eftion ? or that he had any other 
ideas of God than by. analogy, or femilitude ? 1d he 


then e: fwell. with. a vain imagingtion,” and aſpire at 
| independency_ of God? In a word, Dip RE Then 
THINK HIMSELF J WISER MAN THAN HE, DOES 


xoW ? $4 £25 
Mr. M. not POTN 8 FE olibility of a love. o 


Gi for what he is in himſelf, ut likewiſe a love to 


virtue, and Virlucus afions for Pp own ſake. He con- 


_ tends, it ie with a view to the itereſt that we have in 


14 75 and, epplayting ſuch actions that we love. and 
then the objeckion, how we come to 


5 Praiſe virtuous aclions performed in diſtant ages, and 


*- remote countries. "whic have no connection with our 
i preſent happineſs or ſecurity” Mr. M. anſwers, % We 


| 40 never cordially beſtow praiſe without being: pleaſed. 


4% Nor are we pleaſed with the report of virtuous actions 


2 unleſs we, judge them io be ſuch, Nor do we { judge 


„without appiaxding ourſe Ives for our decifion. For we 
« 1 5 think it contributes to advance our © preſent 


45 happineſs and ſecurity,” by increaſing 8 reputation.” 


£196) Much to the fame purpoſe is what is advanced 
n p. 138. in a ſuppoſed addreſs to me. This account of 


| the matter, it mult be allowed, is very curious. We 


praiſi virtuous actions —wherefore? becauſe thoſe actions 


pleaſe us. But wherefore do they pleaſe us? becauſe they 


carreſpend-with what we judge to be truly virtuens. But 
Wherefore do we Bette in favour of true virtue? Becauſe 
when. the degiſion is paſt it affords, upon reflection, a 


ground of Fengler. Self. applauſe therefore is the | 


original motive or reaſon why we love and applaud 


' vintwous actions Mr. M. by making ſelf. 4%. 


bis motive, muſt Mean either the thing i1Jelf, or the defi 
700 uu. ow * mea d , be mull maintain, that i 
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applauſe, which ari/es from a favourable judgment of : 


virtuous actions, nevertheleſs exiſted 4efore ſuch judge- 


ment was made, 1o as to be the ground and reaſon of it. 
1s is ſomething of ſo peculiar a quality as to exilt prior 
te its cauſe, and give being to that of which itſelf is tbe 
effect! If he mean the cond, that is, the defire of ſelf- 
applauſe, and not the Hing itself, this, it is poſſible, maß 


be found to be as far off from the trath as the other. A 


chriſtian takes up his bible—reads the intereſting hiſtory. 


of Foſeph—reads of his patience under ſufferings, his 
chaſtity in temptations, his firmneſs,” his meekneſs, his 


_ wiſdom, his fidelity, his filial duty, bat above all hie 
amiable forgiving ſpirit towards his cruel brethren—His 
heart begins to burn—with what? /ave? no, ſtay - furſt 


- with the deſire of ſelf. applauſe; and knowing that if he 
judge in favour of Joſeph's virtue, is pleaſed with it, and 


ſpeaks in praiſe of it, his deſire will be accompliſhed; he 
conſequently forms the deciſion, feels pleaſed, proclaims: 


that pleaſure to others, and ſo accompliſhes: his end; 


enjoys the fatisfaQion of felf-applauſe, increaſes his | 
veputation, and thus promotes his preſent happineſs and 


ſecurity?! 


1 will not deny, but chat in ſome cafes. aud in me 
degree, Mr. M. 's doctrine may be true. fhpoerites will 
often praiſe what they never Prue 7 ON ap 


what they never cordially love. Thos the Pharifees 3 
the tombs of the prophets, ana [tread Sepulkchres of 


th. righteous. In theſe caſes „ef ove may be the origin,” 


and reputation the end; and in this fort it is granted men 


may applaud really virtuous actions - without poſſeſſi 
religious diſpoſitions.” (168.) But perbaps Mr. Me» 
would not thank me for this conceſſien. 


* 
* 
. 


But Mr. M. ſeems to think de bas loaded the doQtrine 


of diſintereſted love with ſufficient reproach by repreſent- 


ing ' Armizians, Myſticks, and Deiſs, as its chief 
+ detailers and defenders.” (80.) But ſuppoſe it were ſo, 


that would not prove it to be erroneous. Mr. M. bow- 

ever, will not ſay of either Goopwix, OW aN, CAR 

Nock, EDWanbs, Gill, of Bains, that they were. 
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„ Arminiaus, Myſlicks, or Deiſts z“ and yet they have 
each defended a love to God and divine things for their 
own excellency, in diſtinction from a love to them barely 


on account of their being advantageous to us.“ They 


admitted that we fhould love our /elves, and purſue our 
own intereſt in fubſerviency to Gcd's-ylory ; but to make 
our oon intereſt' the fr motive, or the /aff end, was 


what in their opinion characterized a Sypocrite, or an 


ayofftate world, Mr. Cnarnock calls the one, a 
loving of God rf, and ourſelves in order to God; the 


other, a loving of ear/elves firſt, and God in order ro 
460 - 4+ 4 +37 | * : 46 N . 0 
_ *©70ur/elves; ;? and thus, ſays he, ovE ro Gop 1s 


*©LOST, AND Love ro SELF HATH USURPED THE | 


- © TmrRONE.”? 


It may be preſumed too, that neither of | theſe writers 
had leſs -opporzunizy for obtaining knowledge, or were 


;pollelſed of leſs bumility, than Mr. M.; though he 
 afcribes his ideas on this ſubject to his ſuperior . oppor- 
tunities to ſome people, and the ideas of thoſe who 


differ from him to a ſpirit of prize, the pride of aſpiring 
at independency of God! Nor were they perhapi infetior 
to him in wwi/dom and ſelid judgment; though he is 
pleaſed to repreſent- thoſe who hold this ſentiment as 


I «+ ſwelling with a vain imagination,” and their opinion. 
as Folly and madne/5, yea, ſuch folly. as is ſufficient, if 
it were . poſſible, to make angelt bluſb!”” (158, 160.) 


This is the writer that cenſures his dpponent, and talks 
of his anger being rouſed,. for his want off re/pe@ for 
thoſe who differ from him. (93.) Whether angels can 
bluſh, may be doubted; perhaps, as Mr. M. ſeems to 
think, they are iacagable of it; and does it not ſeem as 


if eme men were equally incapable 


+ 


& * * 7 > 
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LETTER FOURTH, 


My DEAR Fazena, 


-AVING confidered what Mr. M. has 33 on 


owe to God, the next ſubject that requires diſcuſſian 


ds DIVINE EFFICIENCY. I am ſorry I ſhould have again 


to complain of wiſrepre/entation.6 Though Mr. M. 
acquits me in one place, (124) as indeed he ought, 
of making any thing the duty of men but that wherein 


they are voluntary;* yet in many other places he repre- 
ents me as maintaining that it is men's duty to produce 


Wiritual diſpoſitions, (147.) ta be born again, .(150«) to 


aii chenſel wee, to make the word fectual to ſalvation, 


420.) to canwinc⸗ yoo 7 — (.F20,) to be ihe /ons 


Gad, {1 25.) &c. &e. & ſe, however, that all 


| he woyld abide by, is, "5 are tbe juſt confeguences 


| of my principles 3 but ſuppoſe —— were, Mr. M, had 


9 right to repreſent me as holding thoſe confequences, 


ledges, that I diſavaw them. 


It was before afked,. Do ws NEED THE S 
G0⁰ TO ENABLE Us ro be ou nuTY? Mr. M. 

anſwers, WE po;“ (116.) but denies the 
that L have drawn from it. The grand inference that I 


drew from it, was this, J abe netd te Son of of God to. 


enable us to do our duty, then aur needing the Spirit of C 


Zo enable us to BELIEVE wwill not prove 2 that. BEELEV= 


* * MAY BE A Dur. —— Now, admitting the pre- 
„ what has Mr. M. faid to overthrow this conclufan ? 

He fays, Let alfo this queſtion be well weighed, Ds 

44 eve need the Spirit of G ONLY to enable ws to do aur 
% duy? Are there not bling s to' be enjoyed, as well 
4+ as. duties to be diſcharged. 
4 came to bleſs us deſigned 8 be our flrength f — = 
4c by which he turns us from our iniquities, and prepaxes 
44 us for the preſent and future enjoy ment of uA 
_ " IN. _ * are ee 


v See my Treatiſe, p. 11. 


— ® - 
— 


ſpecially when he knows, og in en places . | 


inferences 


” Bleſlivgs, which he wha— 


# 


3  « Lertes IV. Divine Effcieg. 
5 4% Of new obedience, muſt not be 1 the name 


e of duty, For though the proper diſcharge of duty is 
i eur excellence, is it not confined to our as * Blefling 
*, however, is not our excellence, but as it is imparted 
% and enjoyed, it is THAT which makes us to excel. , 
Why are things ſo different and ſo diſtin& to be con- 


r T4; T obſerve, amidft all his exclamations again 
-vb/ſeurity, chuſes to deal in very vagur language. He 
_ ftalks'of bigſing, beſtowed by the Holy 1 


Which are the ſpring of new obedience, but which mu 


mot be degraded by the name of duty—bleſfling which 


1s not our excellence, but THaT which makes us to 


- -exceP - and yet after all, he has not told us what this 
Bling it; whether it is the regenerating grate of the 
Holy Spirit, that is, nine influence it/e/f 5 or whether 
it is a ao heart, or new //crit, wrought by that in- 
- fluence.” One ſhould think he cannot mean the former, 
for tba he knows and acknowledges I never imagined to 
be any other chan a bleſfing. (125.) And yet it is evident 
in ſome places that this is his meaning; particularly in 
„p. 96, where he makes that which I ſuppoſe is required 
bf men to be a peng of the power of God!” By 


Due he-muſt mean, if he mean any thing different 


- From his opponent, à new heart, /pirit, or e * 
and ſince he ſometimes diſtinguiſhes, , ſpiritual / Ange, 
From the exergy that gives us the enjoyment of them; 
L125.) and in the above paſſage confines all duty to our 
act, thereby denying it to extend to diſpeſitions; one 
„mould think he means to affirm, that though mental 
adh may be duties, yet di/ptons are not, but are mere 
"Bleſſings; and that theſe are not aur excellence, but what 
cauſe us g encil. To all Which it is replied, 


IJ. Seppoſe all duty were confined to our aft, Mr. M. 
I preſume, will not deny that believing in Chriſt is an 
d F the nin; and therefore according to his own 
_ *reaſoning, it may be the duty of men in general, though 
_ Hike other duty it cannot be done without the Spirit of 
God. How then does he overthrow my izference? * 


x 


* 
"= 
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he not inadvertently confirmed it? Admitting that W 
need the Holy Spirit for other purpoſes as well as to 


enable us to do our duty (indeed this is what I ſhould 
never deny.) Yea admitting for argument's ſake, the 
whole of what he has here alledged to be juſt, believing 


jn Chriſt may notwithſtanding be a duty; a duty which 
we need the Holy Spirit to enable us to comply with, 
and which, therefore, in being a duty, is no way incon- 


 fiſtent with the doctrine of divine efficiency. If Mr. M.,'s 
reaſonings affect any thing, it is not the duty of believin 
in Chriſt, but that of being the ſubjects of Hpiritual di- 
pPaofßtions; and ſo of the /ame thing in different reſpects, 
being both a duty and a bleſſing. How far this is affected 
- Temains to be examine. > 5 


II. Duty is wot to be confined to or adhs; it extends 
to our di/3ofttions,,—God requires that we BE HOLY, for 


that he is holy-—that the SAME MIND BE IN us wwphich 


was in Chriſt Jeſus—that we BE PERFECT, as our. 
Father who is in heaven is perfect. | 
do not come under the denomination of duties, neither 


do unholy diſpoſitions come under the denomination of 


ins; for where there is no obligation there can be no 
tranſgreſſion and ſo it will follow that a proud, cowetous, 
or malignant temper of mind, has nothing in it offenſive 
to God, or worthy of his diſpleaſure. Mr. M. would 
;not be thought *©+ ſo ignorant. as not to perceive that the 
« want of love to God is a DISPOSITION $0 vILE as to 
« admit of no excuſe.” (88.) But if duty be confined 
to our as, how can wilene/5 be attributed to any diſe 
poſition, In that caſe, it can be neither virtuous nor 


vicious. | ? 


Ul. If duty extend to the temper, /pirit, or diſpoſition 
ol the mind, then it malt follow that 2h /ame thing may 


in different reſpets, be both a duty and a bleſſing. Its | 
admitted on all bands, that holy diſpoſitions, wherever 


they exiſt, ane Sleſfings; and if they come within the 


compaſs of duty, then they muſt be both , duties and 


bleſſings. Every ſinner is required zo love God with all 
bis beart. This implies a right ſpirit. A right bin 
. þ | RN | ; | is 
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lis view is duty. But if any finner , t ſuch 2 
- ſpirit, it is in conſequence of that promiſe, I new beare 


A right ſpirit in this view i is a Hi · 


Nobody imagines chat blefling, confidered . 45 ach, is 


Hur excellence; doubtleſs it is that, as Mr. M. ſays, 


- *« which makes us to excel.” But if the ſame thing in 4 


' zeſpe&t be à duty, as well as in another ref; 
blelſing, then it may in ane re/pe be our excel 
after all. And is not this the very. truth? Is not "the 
tamper, ſpirit, or diſpefition of the mind, either its excel- 
lence, or its diſgr ace? ls not that #ew Scart, and new 
_ ſpirit, which is on all hands allowed to be a #i/fng of 
_ the Holy Spirit, our excellence as well as our happine/5 ? 
Zaſtead of making no part of our excellence, it makes 
the fum af it; for no add are any farther excellent, or 


«will T give them, and a new fdirit vill 7 Pa wal Sus | 


virtuous, than . are the W of fuch a &if- 


Ky * 
— * » 
— 
1 - : * 


8 ge fe wing, inte N 


being both a duty and a bleſſing, M. calls it baking 
the matter. (131.) But this I ſhould think will contri- 
bute but little to his «e 
Judges. Is it balving 
differently in e reſped Faß example, 
valwing or djvjding the Date: to oy PO TE Arne 


ed he ix both three and avs? 
What Mr. M. uns ſaid againG its ike dy of 
bad man ta bea good man; and ng he 


| Po of every good man to be as . 
; [aol think will be <« confidered by ſome as erroneous 
evous.” (96.) Þ ſhould not — trutk were 
c dk thoſe who have hitherto been Mr. M.'s beft 
__ - Sfriends, def theſe principles; and in proportion as our 
| Lord's doctrine, which requires us to he perfec?, even 2s 


tron amongſt competent 
of _ thing to conſider 4 
is it 


our Father who is in heaven is Perfect. is regarded, they 


muſt 
woch 
| when 


ever deſerved that- name. There was a time 


e u, 


— 


8 2 
5 * 


s be detefted. If 015 1 is not Antmomiani/it, 
7. M. kimfelf conſidered ſuch netions as not on 


- 


P- 46, 47. | 


It is a poor apology that he makes for himſelf, that he 
« only means to ſhew that ſaying it is the duty of a bad 
«© man to MAKE HIMSELF a good man; and that it is 


<«« the duty of a good man to MARKT HIMSELF the beſt _ 
% man, is language of a dangerous tendency.” (g6.) - 


Whether it is the duty of men to mate themſelues good 
men, or not, is not the queſtion; ſuch language, or ſuch 
ideas never proceeded from my pen; therefore Mr. M. 
cannot with any juſt pretence, maintain that this is all 


he means to oppoſe. The thing which I afirm, and 
which he denies is, that it is the duty of a bad man to 


BE a good man. The ground on which this affirmation: 


reſts is this, that the thing which God dire&ly requires, 


is THE HEART; and not barely a going about to uſe. 


certain means and endeavours in order to make the heart 
better. If a righteous king confer with a number of his 
rebellious ſubjects; the thing that he requires, is, that 
they Be WILLING to come under his government. If 
they alledge that their hearts are averſe, and they cannot 


obey him, he is never known to direct them to meant 
and endeavours for changing their hearts. Such a direc- 


tion would be beneath him; and. ſuch an allegation on 
their part would be looked upon as an open avowal of 


their rebellious intention, and the conference muſt im- 
mediately break up. Re 


And thus it is in the ſcriptures. The language of the 


bible is not, 5 uſe ſuch and ſuch means to ge? choſe diſ- 


poſitions of which you are at preſent deſtitute; but Be 
IE HOLY, for I am holy. Be NOT wiſe in your own 


conceita—Let that mind BY IN You that was in Chrift 


Fefus, &c. &c. That which God requires of men is 


not barely that they uſe certain zzars in order to bring 


their hearts to /owe, repent, and believe; he requires the 
things themſelves. His language is, Thou ſhalt love the 
Lord thy God Repent, for the kingdom of heaven is at 
hand — While ve have light, Believe in the light, that ye 


may be the children of light. 


* 


LeTTER IV. Divine Efficiency.” 33 
© dangerous, but deſpicable.” End and Evid, of Adop. 


„ Lerrex 1V. Divine Effcimg. 


The grounds on which Mr. M. ſ. opports his denial of 


its being the duty of a bad man to be a good man, are 
ſuch, as, if they prove any thing, will prove that it is 


not the duty of a villain to be an honelt man; but barely 
to make certain exde2voxrs towards it, which may, or 
may not be effectual, as God ſhall pleaſe to bleſs them. 
Bat if ſuch a character were a debter to Mr. M. and were 


to urge that though he had exdcawoured to his utmoſt to 


become of an honeſt mind, yet it had not pleaſed God, 
at preſent, to crown his endeavours with ſucceſs; it is 
well if he was not treated as uncivilly as a ſuppoſed, 
Character of ſuch a kind, is ſaid to have been treated by 


If it is alledped, that telling finners it. is their duty to 
Ze of ſuch a temper of mind, as they moſt know they © 


are not; and telling them of no means by which. they, 


«oithout paſſeſing any true defire after it, may become of 
ſuch a te nper, muſt needs drive them to de/dair —I 


anſwer, Firft, It is impoflible, in the nature of things, 


who have #0 dire#' defire after a right temper of mind, 
may uſe in order to obtain ſuch a temper. The ufe of a 
mean always implies the exiflence of defire after the end; 
and the conftitation of our ſouls muſt be altered before 


It can be otherwiſe, © Second, It is true that ſuch doctrine 


as this muſt drive finners to de/pair; but it is ſuch deſpair 
as maſt lie at the foundation of all well-grounded. hope. 
It was in this way that Fa revived, and the apoſtle died. 
And after all that Mr. M. has ſaid about grace, and divine 


£fficiency, It is in this way, and not by his compromiſing 


notion of endeauour, that the finner muſt be brought to 
feel himſelf utterly loſt, abſolutely at God's diſcretion, 


and in want of à ſaviour that ſhall ſave him, as ane may, 


lay, in ſpite of himſelf. | 
5 lam, your's, affectionately, "hes 


- 


4. F. 


for any means or ditections to be given, which thoſe 
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LxrrER V. Human Endrawur, 38 
CCC 


1 My DEAR Falzup, \ ; 

1 1 2 2 in my laſt conſidered the ſubject of divine 
11 efficiency, I ſhall now draw to a cloſe with a few 
thoughts on Mr. M.*smevion of expzavour. If there 


is any thing in Mr. N. 's performance from which his 
real ſentiments can be pathered, it is this. All the reſt 


is little more than an attempt to demoliſn. This is the 
ground on which he has taken his fand. It is not men's 
luty to /ove Go, to repent of iin, to believe in Chriſt, to 
be perfectly holy; but to EN DEAvOUR a compliance with 


theſe things. It is: their duty, it ſeems, not to return to 


the Lord, but barely to pray that they may be able to 
return — and ſo on of every internal exerciſe” of religion. 


5. 96.) I have already dropped a few occafional 


hints on this notion; and ſhall now confider it more 
Particularly. The following obſervations are offered to 


I. This epdeawour is ſuppoſed to have no certain con- 


nection with the thing endeavoured after.-Mr. M. does 
not mean to ſay that that endeavour to love God, repent 


ef /in, and. believe in Chriſt, which he grants to be the 
duty of men, is ſuch as, if exerciſed, would certainly 


iſſue in any of thoſe things. If he did, the difference 5 


between us would not be very material. But this would 
be contrary to the tenor of what be has written, eſpecially 
to pages 26, 27. According to Mr. M.*s notion, if I 
un loc it, men may endeavour to love God, repent 


of fin, and believe in Chriſt, and fo 2 their Whole 


duty, in that matter, and yet never be able to love him, 
believe in him, &c. no not in the leaſt degree; and 


ſo may die unconverted notwithſtanding, and finally | 


periſh. WE OT, GE 
We Endzavour is uſed by Mr. M. in oppoſition to 


#2/efffon. The thing that he all along oppoſes, is. that 


men are obliged to %%, ſpiritual diſpoſitions ; and this 
4 — | Is 
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36 LXxTTEX V. Human Endeavour. 


is what he ſubſtitutes in the place of ſueh poſſeſſion. (96.) 
The endeavour, therefore, that he v 5 muſt not 
imply the po//z/on of any ſpiritual diſpoſition whatever; 
no nor of any direct inclination, or defire after the things 
ſought. If it did, endeavour would not be properly 
oppoſed to poſſeſſion, for it is abſurd that any thing 


ſould be oppoſed to that which is neceſſarily included 
In it. And this ſeems to be the kind of endeavour that 


Mr. M. pleads for in page 26, where he ſays. we muſt 
pray as in truth we can, let our frame or ſtate be what 
it may — That is, if we have zo.defire after God in our 
hearts, we are only to take care that we pretend to none, 


neſs! But | 


III. Seeking and endeavouring without the poſſeſſion 


of any true defire after the things ſought, can be only 
indired; and therefore can have zo rue virtue in it, but 
on the contrary. is the eſſence of hypocri/y.—A diſobedient 
ſon may know himſelf in danger of being diſinherited by 
his father. He may, to avoid this; reform his conduct, 
conform in appearance to his father's will, and endeavour 

to reconcile his mind to many things which in themſelves 
he cordially hates. But ſuch endeavour as this, few will 
pretend, has any virtue in it; and yet this is as much as 


men in general. If they are obliged to /ce# after God, 


to pray to him, to /rive to enter in at the ſtrait gate; yet 
they are not in all or any of theſe exerciſes obliged to 


pefe/5s any true deſire after God, or the things for which 


they ſeek, for that would be the ſame as being obliged to 
- poſſeſs ſpiritual diſpoſitions. Mr. M's endeavours, there- 
fore, are deſtitute of all true viftue; have nothing in 
them truly good, or acceptable to God; on the contrary, 
they are abominable in his fight, as containing the very 


eſſence of ypocriſ ). 


I can hardly perſuade myſelf that Mr. M. really 


means 10 pleas for ſuch endeavours, as theſe, though his 

account of the matter taken altogether, can agree to no 
other. He would not with, however, I dare ſay, to be 
1 £ | 


and in this way we may pray with ;ategrity and upright 


W 


af 


2 
much as defire to enjoy; nor ever 2 until the Lord takes away 
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Larrza V. Human Endeavour, | 37 . 


an advocate for any other than /fincere endeavonrs, that 
39, ſuch a ſeeking and endeavouring as imply a ſincere 
&firs after the things ſought for. Such defre he repre- 
ſents the ſuppoſed ſon. ot a deiſt, in his endeavours, to 


| poſſeſs, (26.) But if this is what he pleads for, then all 


the ends to be anſwered by it are loſt ; for he is then but 
juſt upon the ſame ground as bis neighbours. If it is the 


duty of every man fincerely to endeavour to repent of 


ſin, and believe in Chriſt, then it is his duty to pg, @ 


| fineers dafirs to repent and believe; but that amounts to 


the ſame thing as its being his duty to poſſeſs ſpiritual 
diſpoſitions. Mr. M. alſo, in pleading for this as the 


duty of men, pleads juſt as his opponent does, for that 


which never exiſted, nor ever will.“ (120.)* Neither 


Can he tell us of any Mean, which thoſe who have 20 


Jeftre to repent and believe, may uſe in order to get ſuch 
a defire; ſo that his reader is juſt as much perplexed as 
he ſuppoſes mine to be. 17.) Such a agfire alſo is a 
b1;fng as well as a duty. By the ſuppofition it is the 


Aatter, and yet wherever it exiſts it is the former. It js 


wrought by divine efficiency; it is the effect of being 
Ereated anew in Chriſt Jeſus, and ſtands connected with 


| Eternal life. And here Mr. M.'s anmeaning queſtions, - 


(pages 24, 25,) might be retorted upon him“ Which 
bl * the ad, Tis Ble hing, or the duty 2 =——— What 
he fays, likewiſe, of my making it men's duty to be the 
auUuTHoRs of ſpiritual diſpoſicians, (202) falls equally 
upon bimſelf. if it is men's duty fncerely to endeavour, 
then it is their duty to Bae ſincere defire; but this 
amounts to as much as I have aſſerted, and may as well 
be called, a making it the duty of men to be the 


 #v'rwors of ſuch deſire, as any thing 1 have written 


can be called a making it their duty to be the auTnors 
of ſpiritual diſpoſitions.— Thus, Mr. M.'s notion of 
rnatuvour, either obliges men to be He rites, or places 
him in the ſame ſituation as thoſe he cenſures, and 
anſwers the ſubſtance of 1 on objections. * 


2 4 A freedom from condemnation, finners want to obtain; b 
4 Be of faith in Chriſt, and holnefs fron Chriſt, they. do not 


the heart of ſtone, and graciouſly beſtows an heat of fleſn.. Mf. 
Martin's ſermqn-on Rom. X. 3. P. 38. heart.of H. —=Mr 


at, 
N * 


33 LxTTER V. Human Endeavour. 

Mr. M.'s own ideas of the matter, however, are 
widely different. He ſeems to have ſuch an opinion of 
this notion, as to reckon it almoſt a ſofficient ground for 
. anticipating the iſſue of the conteſt,” and enjoying before- 
hand the pleaſure of a mental triamph. He requires 
Mr. Fuller to ſhew what it is that men are obliged to 
that is abſolutely different from endeavour, and yet 
. 44 ſhort of acting efficiently. Till this be done,” he adds, 
in a ſtyle peculiar to himſelf, he may wrize, but it is 
*+ ſuppoſed he can never write an an/wer to the governing 
_ _©© propoſitions of this performance!“ (154.) —- 


Truly I do not know that I have any material objection 
to comprehending the whole of human duty in exdeavour, 
though not as explained by Mr. MarTin. There is as, 
much included in the word as I have ever pleaded. for. 
Fir, Endeavour includes the utmoſt exertion of all our 
natural powers; but the utmoſt exertzon of all our powers 
towards ſpiritual objects, is ſpiritual exerciſe. Such 
 endeawour as this, to love, repent, and believe, (if it is 

proper to ſpeak of ſuch exereiſes as the objects of endea- 
vour) can never be in vain, becauſe therein it is that 75 

things themſelves conſiſt. The exertion or outgoing of the 
will and affections is the ſame thing as chafing, and loving. 
Seeking after God, and ſuch like expreſſions, are always 
. deſcriptive of /arritual exerciſe, of ſuch exerciſe as is 
connected with eternal life.“ Secondly, Endeavour to per- 
form ſpiritual actions, and to obtain ſpiritual. hleſſings, 
inſtead of being oppoſed to the p of /piritual af 
' Poſition, neceſſarily implies it. It is impoſſible in the 
nature of things, that we ſhould directly and truly 
endeavour after that towards which we poſſeſs no real 
defire. No man ever yet /ought after God, or endeavoured 
to pleaſe him, without pao/Frg a love to him, and deſire 
after him. Thus, the whole of what I plead for is in- 
cluded in Mr. M,'s favourite word Expeavour. 

Mr. M. before he has done, gives us to underſtand, 
that let the worſt come to the worſt, he is not without his 
reſources of comfort. Suppoſe, for inſtance, it ſhould 
„ 1 Ss. 5 prove 


11 


See my Reply to Mr, Button, p. 72-74 


| Luvrak V.  Haman Endiauiur. 39 


prove that he is as inconſſtent as he has attempted to 
prove his aur Hog; even that, he thinks, will prove one 1 
point which he has long laboured to eſtabliſn; namely, : 
«© the weakneſs of the human under ſtanding. (95.) That 

is, it will prove the weakneſs of Mr. MazTin's under- - 
ſtanding. But poſſibly that may never have yet been 

called In queſlion; or if it have, and if after * long 
labour, he may be ſuppoſed by this time to have put 

the matter out of all doubt ;. ſtill it may not follow that - 
becauſe his underſtanding is weak, therefore every one's 


* 


elſe muſt needs be the ſame. 


Seriouſly, was ever any queſtion made of the weakneſs 
of the human underſtanding? Was it ever denied that 
our natural faculties are impaired, as well as our bodies 
ſubjected to diſeaſe, by the fall? True, it has been, and 
1s ſuppoſed, that let our natural faculties be impaired as 
they may, it is not our fault that we do not underſtand 
beyond their preſent extent, any more than it is the fault 
of a man born blind, not to read his bible, But the 
chief of what I have written upon the human under- 
19 ſtanding, reſpects not its natural but moral weakneſs; 

and has this ever been denied? Has it not all alon 
been maintained that men are blinded by prejudice; an 
that even good men are infected with a ſad degree of the 
ſame diſeaſe? And how if it ſhould prove that Mr. M.“s 
mind is tinctured with ſuch a degree of prejudice in favour 
of his own ways of thinking, as that he has involved 
. himſelf in far greater incogfiſlencies than thoſe which he 
i *thinks-he has diſcovered in the author whom he has 
cenſured ? Will this affect any argument in debate be- 
tween us? I appeal to you, Sir, and to all“ competent 
judges,” whether Mr. M.'s underſtanding muſt not be 
weak indeed, if he think it will. 5 bbs, 


But ſuppoſe Mr. M. inſtead of gaining, ſhould loſe 
the prize for which he is become a comPeTITOR ;* ill 
he comforts himſelf that his ALL. will not be loſt. He 
has a ſtock of reſpectabflity that will yet be unexhauſted. 
He does not mean, therefore, at any rate, to indul 
deſpair. So well eſtabliſhed is his reſpeQability that mo 

| 144 


„ Mr. Faller, he thinks, cannot heſitate to * 1 he 
is above contempt.“ (208.) Mr. M. 1 obſerve, though 


in general fond of /e//-applauſe, yet here appears hardly - 


contented. with it: he wiſhes, it ſeems, to know his 
AUTHOR 's- opinion coucerning, him ; but, not having 


. patience to wait for it, he ventures to anticipate the 


matter, and decide it himſelf,—Had Mr. M. but given 
me leave to ſpeak for myſelf, T-cannot tell how much I 


might have ſaid in his praiſe; as it is, I can only lay 


that if I cauld have acceſs to him, 1 would wiſper in his 
Ear theſe lines of Dr. Young := _ f 


= t Fame is a bubble the reſerv'd enjoy, 


| +. Who ſtrive to graſp it, as they touch, deflroy - 


_ Tis the world's debt, to deeds of high degree; 
But if you pay yourſelf, the world is free.” 


EY Is not Mr. M. aſhamed? If he is not, 
mult not bis beſt ſriends be aſhamed for him? and not 
only aſhamed but grieved for the idea he gives the world 
of the motives of thoſe who 25 ä in what he. 
calls 2 Laren akercation ?” 


Tremain affeQionately your's, | 
* FULLER. 


—— 
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Ess. Page 14. line 18. For jearning read ee 
; p. 16. 1 19. for 113 read 133. 
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You .aſk what I think of Mr. MarTin's treatment 
of Mr. Evans, particularly whether his groſs miſre- 
_ preſentation of his meaning, page 70, is to be attributed 

to ignorance or malewolence ?* 5 


I think his treatment of Mr. Evans is of a piece with 
his treatment of others. Mr. M. ſeems to be ſo intoxi- 
cated with ideas of his own reputation, as to be 
incapable of reſpecting the character of other men. Few 
7 who may read the 6gth, 7oth, and 71ſt pages of 

is book, will think he difcovers much of the Chri/tian 
or the Gentleman; ſome may ſuppoſe, however, that he 
has ſhewn himſelf the Man, particularly by his. daring 
manner of ſpeaking concerning Mr. Evans's reſentment. 
If manlineſs confilled in the ſwell of ſelf. importance, or 
the bold daſhes of inſolence, Mr. MazTin might well 
be entitled to that quality; but the boldeſt attempts to 
provoke another's reſentment are not always the ſtrongeſt 
indications of manly courage. There are caſes which 
are beneath reſentment; caſes in which the aſſailant him- 
ſelf cannot have the vanity to expect it. I do ſuppoſe |, - 
Mr. Martin never expected that Mr. Evans would take 
any notice of what he has written; and this might pro- 
bably inſpire him with courage to write as he did. 


As to the paſſage in page 70, I think a very ſmall 

. ſhare of candour and common ſenſe would have conſtrued 
Mr. Evans's words as meaning no more than that men 
in general have the command of all the members of the 
body, and the aſe of all the faculties of the ſoul. Igao- 
- rance and malevolence, however, are hard words, eſpecially 
the latter; your © knowledge of Mr, MazxTin's cha- 
racter, you ſay, makes you hope it was the former. 

| | For 
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* 


. : Fry o 
* 


For my part, J think it is very well that Mr. Maxrix 
has informed us (p. 70) chat be is not under the influence 
of znvy, for 1 confeſs I ſhould otherwiſe have imputed 
his treatment of Mr. Evans to that cauſe; and even as 

it is, I know not upon What other principle to account 
for his harping upon the ſubject of . emolument.” 
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